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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment filed on April 24, 2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject 
matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions 
covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is 
advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and 
invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1, 6, 11 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by 
Potter, pn 4,220,064 or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over 
Potter, pn 4,220,064 in view of Barnard, pn 46,325 and Corse, pn 3,956,957. 

Potter discloses a slitter device (e.g., see Fig. 6A) with every structural limitation 
of the claimed invention including: 

a first rotatable shaft (e.g., 16) extending axially through a first cutting blade (e.g., 
30, 30); 

a second rotatable shaft (e.g., 18) disposed substantially parallel to the first 
rotatable shaft; 

a second cutting blade (e.g., 32, 32) having the second rotatable shaft extending 
axially therethrough, the second cutting blade being axially movable relative to the 
second rotatable shaft; 

a collar (e.g., integrally mounted to the outside of shafts 16, 18) having the 
second rotatable shaft extending axially therethrough, wherein the collar comprises a 
radially-outward threaded surface (e.g., with threads 44a) that extends axially through 
the second cutting blade; 

a first sleeve (e.g., 42) having the collar extending axially therethrough, the first 
sleeve disposed axially adjacent to a first side of the second cutting blade, the first 
sleeve comprising a first radially-inward threaded surface (e.g., with outwardly 
extending thread 44) configured for operably engaging the radially outward threaded 
surface of the collar such that the first sleeve is axially adjustable relative to the collar; 
and 
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a second sleeve (e.g., a second occurrence of 42) having the collar extending 
axially therethrough, the second sleeve disposed axially adjacent to an opposing 
second side of the second cutting blade such that the first sleeve and the second sleeve 
cooperate to secure the second cutting blade therebetween, the second sleeve 
comprising a second radially-inward threaded surface (e.g., with outwardly extending 
thread 44) configured foroperably engaging the radially outward threaded surface of the 
collar such that the second sleeve is axially adjustable relative to the collar and such 
that the second cutting blade can be adjusted to maintain a cutting position adjacent to 
the first cutting blade and in a fixed spaced relation from the first cutting blade so as to 
compensate for blade wear; 

[claim 6] wherein at least one of the first and second cutting blades is 
substantially circular in profile (e.g., as understood in the art and by the disclosure); 

[claim 11] wherein the second cutting blade is rotationally secured to at least one 
of the first sleeve and the second sleeve (e.g., the sleeves are mounted against their 
corresponding the blades such that the cutting blades are each rotationally secured to 
the corresponding first and second sleeves at least during rotation/operation of the 
corresponding shaft); 

[claim 14] wherein the axial spacing between the first cutting blade and the 
second cutting blade is about 0.003 to about 0.005 inches (e.g., the structure of Potter 
meets such a limitation given the corresponding scale of the device). 

In the alternative, if it is argued that Potter does not sufficiently teach or disclose 
the following limitations: 
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a. that the sleeves each lacks a radially inward threaded surface; 

b. a shaft that is separate from the collar and extends through the collar; 

c. circular cutting blades; and 

d. the specific blade spacing; 
the Examiner's position is as follows. 

Regarding (a), providing threads of various forms is old and well known in the art 
and to provide one specific known type of thread over another known type of thread 
would have been a matter of design choice to one having ordinary skill in the art based 
on usual considerations such as manufacturing considerations. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide such a thread on the 
sleeves of Potter for the well known reasons including those described above. 

Further, to provide such a threaded sleeve and collar/shaft structure is old and 
well known in the art and provides various well known benefits including facilitating 
lateral adjustment of the cutter without removing them from between the sleeves. 
Barnard discloses one example of such a threaded sleeve and collar/shaft structure. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide 
Potter with such a structure to gain the well known benefits including those described 
above and taught by the prior art. 

Regarding (b), it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify 
the integral shaft/collar of Potter by providing separate components since applicant has 
not disclosed that having such a configuration solves any stated problem or is for any 
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particular purpose, and it appears that the slitter would perform equally well with either 
configuration. 

Further, to provide such a shaft/collar configuration is old and well known in the 
art and provides various well known benefits including facilitating replacing the threads if 
worn or otherwise damaged without having to replace the entire shaft, and/or to retrofit 
slitters with non-threaded shafts. Corse discloses one example of such a separate 
component shaft/collar configuration. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art to provide such a configuration on the device of Potter to 
gain the well known benefits including those described above. 

Regarding (c), although Potter does not explicitly disclose that the blades are 
substantially circular in profile, such blades are the "norm" for such a slitter device as 
evidenced by much of the prior art made of record. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide blades that are substantially 
circular in profile on the device of Potter to gain the well known benefits including 
continuous positioning of the cutting edge with respect to the workpiece and the 
cooperating cutter. 

Regarding (d), Potter teaches that the number of blades and spacers can be 
adjusted/manipulated to arrive at a desired blade configuration including blade spacing. 
Therefore, while it appears that Potter discloses a manipulatable structure that is 
designed to be configured as desired, and that such a structure is clearly a configuration 
that is attainable from the disclosed structure, it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art to provide such a blade spacing to make a desired cut having a 
corresponding spacing. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that 
the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 1 03(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

6. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Potter, 
pn 4,220,064. 
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Potter discloses a slitter device (e.g., see Fig. 6A) with almost every structural 
limitation of the claimed invention but lacks: 

[claim 12] at least one pin extending axially from at least one of the first sleeve 
and the second sleeve to engage a corresponding axially-extending aperture defined by 
the second cutting blade so as to rotationally secure the second cutting blade to at least 
one of the first sleeve and the second sleeve. 

Herman discloses a slitter device that includes such a pin configuration and 
teaches that the engagement of the pins and recesses will serve to secure the adjacent 
components to the shaft with which such components are associated. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide such pins and 
recesses on the slitter device of Potter to secure the sleeves to the shaft as taught by 
Herman. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Clark F. Dexter whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4505. The examiner can normally be reached on Mondays, Tuesdays, Thursdays and 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer D. Ashley can be reached on (571)272-4502. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Clark F. Dexter/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3724 

cfd 

July 18, 2008 



